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V. TELRIC PREINCIPLES MUST APPLY 1O ALL INTERCOXNNECTION RATES
AND COLLOCATION

Interconnection and Access Rates. The Commission must reject the Bells™ praposals to
usc different cost standards for interconnection rates, BellSouth at 54-55: Verizon at §5-57. As
the Commussion held in the Local Competition Order (¢ 1056) and rcaffirms in the Notice
(% 147), the Act requires that rates for UNEs and interconnection be based on the same cost-
based stundard. The Comnussion thus lacks authority under the Act to adopt a different pricing
standard for mterconnection and UNEs.

Inany event, the incumbents” proposals are unseound. BellScouth concedes that charging
difterent rates for different types of traffic would be extremely difticult to implement, because 1t
would reguire allocating the cost of the same UNE Tine based on the type of tratfic carvied over
that Ime - BelSouth at 342550 And even if such o separntions” scheme were feasible, 1 would
be bad public policy. CEECS have no ability to enter Jocal markets and compete with 1LECs
unless their customers have the ability 1o cali customers ol the 1LECs, Willig Deell ® 149, Thus.
for the swme reasons that 1LECs have strong incentives to deny CLECs the right to interconnect
with their customers. so o dothey Tave strong ineentive to chirge exeessive rates for such
interconnection. To ensure a lovel playing field. it s thus eritical that the rates incumbents
charae to other carriers for interconnection. including exchange acceoss and locul intercarrior
compensation, mirror the mcumbent’s forward-looking cconemic costs of those services. 1d

Relatedly, inits instial comments, AT&T also explamed (at 122-23) why there is no
Jegitimate cconomic basis for pricing access differently than UNEs.  To ensure a level
competitive playing field, it is eritical that the rates incumbents charge to other carriers for
interconnection, including exchange access and local intercarrier compensation, mitror the
incumbent’s forward-looking cconomic costs of those services,  The Bells simply ignore this

critical 1ssue.



Replty Commonts of AT&T Corp W Docket No 03173

Collocation. The Conmmission also should reject BellSouth's proposal to implement “per
fuse™ amp rates for DC Power provided to colfocution space.  BellSouth at 55-57. As
demonstrated by AT& T (Comments at 123: Klick Decl. *¢ 131-39), if incumbents are permitted
to charge for DC Power on a per fuse amp basis, then collocation customers will be charged for
power that they neither order. nor consume in cases where the incumbent rates per fused amp are
based on their cost per actually drained amp. BellSowth docs not address that issue, but
complains instead that charging collocation customers for the power tha they actually consume
would be inconvenient because it would require BellSouth to install power meters. But the fact
that BellSouth has chosen not to install power meters along with the substantial amount of other
power cyuipment it installs to provide DC Power s not a bagis for charging collocation

customers for power they do not consunie.
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VI RESALE PRICING

The Commission should reject the Bells' proposals 1o include in wholesale rates
marketing and other retail costs incurred by incumbents to compete against CLECs.  See
BellSouth at 51-52; Verizon at 100-101, 104, The incumbeats’ claim, tor example, that
wholesale competitors should pay for the incumbents™ cost of “cducat[ing] customers on [the
services] uses.” BellSouth at 51; Verizon at 102, But those are exactly the types of marketing
services that the incumbent avoids when a CLEC serves the customer, as 1t is the CLEC that
“educates customers.” The “education” offered by the ILECs is nothing more than marketing of
its own scrvices against the competitor — the paradigm ot the type of cost that should nat be paid
by CLECs in wholesale rates ™

.

BellSouth's ipse divir that incumbents ~avoid™ no “billing and collection costs when
acting as a wholesaler™ Tikewise does not withstand scrutiny. BellSouth at 5320 As Verizon
frankly concedes “[the reradf billing costs would be avoided, but the wholesale billing cost
obviously would not.™ Verizon at 103, Accordingly. wholesale rates should not reflect any of

the billig costs assoctated with retail customers. Further, “eollection™ costs for whelesale

customers are much lower than those for retal customers. There are far fower wholesale

il - . . S . . - . . . .
The Bells now compete against CLECS in numerous Bnes of business, meluding residenuad

and business voice and data services and the costs of marketing those services are recovered m
existing retal rates. Selwyn Decl *¢ 606-67. To ensure that competitors do not subsidize the
incumbents” cost of competing against them — which plainly would place them at a severe
competitive disadvantage — it critical that wholesale rates do not include such marketing and
retailing costs. Jd. Morcover, removing such costs from retail rates is consistent with the Act’s
requirement that wholesale rates “exclud[e]” any “marketing”™ costs and the Eighth Circutt’s
requircment that such costs be removed if they “will be avoided.” 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)3): fowa
Utils. Bd. 11, 219 F 3d at 755, The marketing and other retat} expenses incurred by incumbents to
obtain and retain retail customers 1s completely unnecessary 1o obtain and retain wholesale
customers, Schvyn Deel * 65-67, and is an “avoided™ cost within the meaning of scction
252(d)(3).



Repdy Commirents of AT&T Corp WO Dochet No 03173

customers and. morcover, wholesale customers are miuch less hikely 1o disappear, as retail

. ~ . N
customers can do by moving to another state, or refuse to pay bills.””

* The Commission alrcady has rejected BellSouth’s claim that costs recorded in Accounts 6621
and 6622 should be included v wholesale rates and BellSouth provides no reason here for the
Commssion to revisit that conclusion. Local Competition Order © 917 (“All costs recorded in
accounts 6621 (call complction services) and 6622 (number services) are also presumed
avoidable, beeause resellers have stated they will either provide these services themsclves or
contract for them separately from the LEC or from third partics™).
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VI, INMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

A. The Commission Should Issu¢e New Competitively-Neotral Rules To
Streamline State Commission Pricing Procecedings.

There 1s no dispute that there is a massive information asymmetry between the 1HLECs and
all other partics, including the state conumissions.  Willig Reply Decl * 106, And Bells
conststently refuse to make available some of the most basic data that only they have and that are
cssential to estimate forward-looking costs. Klick Decel. € 45-74 (listing examples) Murray:Pitts
Decl. ¢ 19-22 (refusal to provide fundamental switching data). To avoid such information
asymmetry, the Commission should develop a list of data to which the incambents have unique
access, and to which access monecessary to set UNE prices. The Comnussion should then adopt
a rule reguiting meumbents to make all data on that list available 1o parties and the stte
commssion o UNE pricmg proceedings.  Aecord Verizon at 106-107  (supporting data
disclosure requirements ).

In this rcg:n'd.-ﬂw Commission should make clear that proprictary data produced i one
state procecding 1s presumed portable 1o all states in the region, again subject to an appropriate
protective order, There 1s simply no fegitimate basis Tor an mcumbent to withhold from one state
comnussion data that it made available to another state commuission. Such a requirement will
substantially reduce the cost of Titigation by eliminating discovery battles that already have been
resolved meoone states E also would imcrease consistent fmdings by state commussion’s by
ensuring that cach state comnussion has avatlable to it the information that was made available
to other state commissions.

On the other hand, the proposals sponsored by the Bells are designed merely to limit
access to relevant data and harass CLECs. For example, Verizon proposes to limit discovery,
and to make discovery available only after cost studics have been filed. Verizon at 108-109. It

is impossible to predict a priori all of the information that will be required inany particular UNE



Reply Commenis of ATR&T Cerp W Docket N, 034173

rate proceeding, and whether the incumbent will provide all such necessary data, In this regard,
to the extent that the baseline data submitted by the incumbent are insufficient to allow other
partics to develop their own cost studies, discovery should be permitted before the submission of
the cost studies. That is just common sense.™

The Bells likewise propose that competitors’ cost data must be filed in cvery state
procecding, but this is clearly a ploy simply designed to drive up the costs of litigating UNE
cases. See Qwest at 62-63: Verizon at 107, As an initial maiter, competitors” cost data often
have no relevance the forward-looking costs of an efficient UNE provider — indced. most
competitors do not even sell UNEs. And to the extent that state commissions determine that in
limited instances. competitors” cost data are required. state commissions can themscelves {(through
the discovery process) obtain that data.

Fnally. Qwest's proposal to untlaterally impose new evidentiary standards and shift the
burden or proof in state UNE pricing proceedings is contrary to well-cstablished federal court
precedent and prior Comunission’s orders, Qwest at 64 At bottonw, it is thinly veiled attempt to
chiminate the state commissions” ability to rely on cost studies submitted by competitive carriers.
and should be squarely rejected

IUis mmportant to place Qwest’s proposals i context. o state UNE rate proceedings,
Qwest has repeatedly submitted and relied upon cost studies that violate even the most
fundamental TELRIC principles.  Qwest's cost studies, for example. routinely are based on
embedded network costs with no forward-looking adjustments, and even include retail-only costs

i direet violation of the Conmmmission’s TELRIC rules. In a recent proceedmg in Minnesota. for

“* Verizon's proposal that discovery be limited to some set period of two or thiee months should
be rejected as well. See Verizon at 109 A two or three month time limit would give ILECs an
meentive to withhold cooperation during the discovery period in the hope of running out the
clock and aveiding production of critical data.
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example, the Public Utilities Commussion, after deseribing the “many defects™ in Qwest's Toop
modcl, which produced loop costs that were “S75 per line more than Qwest’s embedded loop
costs,” rejected Qwest’s cost models. MN Final Decision at 18-19. Competitors, on the other
hand, have submitted cost studies in state UNE pricing proceedings that faithfully comply with
the binding federal pricing rules, and state commission’s often have relied on the competitors’
cost studies as an alternative to Qwest’s non-TELRIC-compliant cost studics. See, e.o., id at
132

To support their studies, CLECs provide specitications of all of the inputs used in the cost
studices as well as the underlying data and methods used to compute those inputs. However. there
arc a tow mnstances where the underlying data used to compute the inputs cannot be disclosed
(even in these circumstances, however. the methods used te compute the inputs are disclosed).
Ihe reason tor such non-disclosure follows directly from the asymnietric access to information
between incumbents and competitors.”” To overcome this information asymmetry. campetitors”
cost studies sometimes must rely on surveys of switch vendors and other competitors, wherein
the vendors and competitors provide switch pricing data. OF course. carriers do not ordmanly
ntke such cost infornution availuble to third parties. expecially not to Qweste their domimant
competitor. Vendors alse do not ordinarily publicly disclose the prices they charge to Qwest or
other carriers for that cquipment, becanse vendors reach individual agreements with cach carrier.
Id. Competitors and vendors thus agree to supply the cost information requested by the surveys

on the condition that the individual pricing data be kept confidential. See id. Simply put, by

07 . . . . . . . .
" As onc example, to determine xDSL - investment -the cost of purchasme and installing

switches—-the incumbents can turn to vast amounts of data, including their current and future
contracts with numercus vendors.  Competitors, by contrast, have deployed fav fower, if any,
xDSL Tines and thus generally lack sufficient data to accurately compute forward-looking
switching costs,
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agreeing 1o keep the sunvey answers confidentind, competitors are able 1o collect sutficient
accurate data to cstimate forward-looking costs.

Qwest seeks 1o take anticompetitive advantage of this dilemma and asks the Commission
to tie state commission’s hands with a new rule precluding state commission’s from relying on
inputs provided by competitors unless supported by all “documents or information” relevant 10
those costs. Qwest at 64, To do so would feave state commissions no choice but to rely only on
Qwests non-TELRIC cost studies to compute UNE rates, which inevitably would Tead to vastly
overstated UNE rates.

Ptacing such a burden on competitors. even when the competitors are the proponents of a
particular cost, is both unrcasonable and unnccessary. 1t is unrcasonable because. as noted
above, competitors often can obtain the necessary underlving data if the data is not disclosed to
third parties, In this regard, placing an affirmatinve burden on the competitors would, in effeet,
preclude competitors from proposing costs for entire classes of ovidence. Tt is unnecessary
hecause the mcumbents do not need the underlying data tor every input o assess the
appropriatencss of the proposed input. The incumbent. as the moenopoly provider, is full access
to all relevant informatien required to assess the aecursey of the cost of any input proposcd by a
competitor, and thus has the capability to subnut evidence i state proceedings regarding the
accuracy ol a competitor’s proposals.  And state commissions have the necessary expertise 1o
correctly determine the weight it should place on such inputs.

B. The Comments Confirm That The Commission Should Not Adopt A UNE
Adjustment Factor,

There is a consensus that adopting an automatic adjustment fuctor for UNEs would be
unworkable,  See SBC at 89-90; AT&T at 128-31. For example, an automatic annual rate
adjustment would inevitably lead to rates for sonme UNLEs that are not based on the “cost™ of the

clement, as required by the Act. 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)2).  Accord, SBC at 89 ("A uniform
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productivity factor could not possibly reflect the incumbent’s real-world costs, because it would
by definition be based on predictive assumptions- which would be no less speculative and
controversial here than in the price cap context rather than actual data about the incumbent’s
network and expenses.”™). Morcover, no regulatory efficiency will be achieved by adopting an
automatic UNE adjustment factor.  The adjustment factor would need to be exceedingly
complex - taking into account inherent differences between loops and switches. see AT&ET at
130-31: changes in demand, 7. at 131: the rapid pace of technological development, SBC at §9:
and state-specific differences in UNE costs, AT&T at 131, Under these circumstances, the costs

of an adjustment factor clearly outweighs its benefits,

C. The Commission Should Rejeet The True-up Proposals Advocated By The
Bells.

Only Verizon asks that the Commission mandate that the new rates that may emerae from
this proceeding must be subject to true up. Verizon at 105, But, as Verizon acknowliedges,
serious uncertainty may follow the adoption of a truc-up mechanism tied o structural changes in
the TEERTC rules, 740 1 the inevitable litigation that follows changes to the TELRIC rules Tasts
for several years and it past s prelogue, it will  the actual costs of competitive entry would
fall mto himbo. creating o long-term barricr to entry. For this reason, #is no answer to these
coneerns that state commizsions and CLECs are on notice that the TELRIC rules may change.
See feld Al that means is that o true-up mechanisn may not be unlawful, [t does noet mean that it
s oa good fdea i these circumstances. As noted. a truc-mechanism in this case would create
substantial uncertainty about what entry costs are for an indefinite period of time, which
obviously would discourage competitive entry. Rather, the Commission should rely instead on
the professionalism of the state commissions and their commitment to reficct the Commission’s

new rules as quickly as practicable.
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This of course, does not mean that truc-up mechanisms are always inappropriate, and the
Commussion should confirm that state commissions retain authority to issuc truc-ups where
appropriate- -such as in the case of “interim”™ rates or UNE rates that have gone into effect
despite a tentative finding that they are 1oo high. The Commission shoeuld, therefore, reject
Qwest’s proposal to arbitrarily lumit that authority.  Qwest at 76, Again, Qwest is using this
proceeding as a vehicle to collaterally attack state comnussion proceedings where it has no
prospects of success in federal court. Indeed, in this case, Qwest's proposal is not based on any
legal or legitimate policy reasons, but is intended solely to allow Qwest to avoid S13 million in
truc-ups owed to competitors in Minnesota.

Specitically, Qwest proposes that the Commission “declare that rates approved by a state
commission under the governing methedelogy at the time of their adoption are not subject to
truc-up unless: (1) the state commission finds that o party engaged in misconduct that (a)
aftected the outcome of the proceeding during which the rates were first determined and adopted:
or (b delayed the adoption. and hence the prospective application, of revised rates. ar (2) the
results of the ortginal proceeding are vacated by o federal court,”  Qwest ar 76, But the
Commussion has already determimed that o truc-up is appropriate i precisely the situations
where Qwest's rule would forbid 1t Whenever the Conunission’s own Wireline Competition
Burcau is called upon to arbitrate UNFE rates for interconnection agreements. the Commission not
only permits, but requrires, the use of interim rates subject to truc-up. Section 232{ej(5) Order
¢ 10. Federal courts also permit for true-up in circumstances hbeyond the narrow range proposcd
by Quwest, AT&T Corp. v, FCC, 220 F.3d 607, 118, 620-21 (D.C. Cir, 2000) (finding consistent
with the 1996 Act the Commission’s approval of the New York commission’s use of interim
rates subject to truc-up): see also, e Tevay 271 Order * 88 (Cendorsing the use of “mterim

rates . . . so long as an interim selution to a particular rate dispute s reasonable under the
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circumstances, the state commission has demonstrated its commitment 1o [TELRIC). und
provision is made for refunds or true-ups once permanent rates are set™y, California 271 Order
837, New York 271 Order® 259,

Qwest attempts to justify its proposed rule on the grounds that truc-ups under
circumstances outside those circumseribed by Qwest would constitute unlawful retroactive
ratemaking. But the rule against retroactive ratemaking states only, as a general matter, that
agencies are prohibited from changing rates retroactively (Fe. for transactions already
completed) to protect the settled expectations of entities that are entitled reasonably to rely on
rates that do not appear to be subject to change.  See generally Natural Gas Clearinghouse v
FERC, 965 F.2d 10066, 1074-75 (D.C. Cir. 1992).

Fhusin circumstances where all parties are aware that rates are subjeet to truc-up. there
can be no clam that the truc-up mechanism constitutes unlawftul retroactive ratemiaking.  As
explained by the D.C. Circuit, “the rule against retroactive ratemaking . . . does not extend to
cases mowhich {the partics| are on adequate notice that resolution of some speeific issue may
cause d later adjustment to the rate being collected at the time of service.™ Exvon Co. (2854 v
FERCIS2ZF3d 30,49 (D.CLCir, 1999) (reversing aveney for nor making etfective date of new
valuation method retroactive): see also id (< The goals of equity and predictability are not
undermined when the Commission warns all partics involved that a change in rates is only
tentative and might be disallowed™). The Court has further explained that “[albsent detrimental
and reasonable reliance, anything short of full retroactivity ... allows [some parties] to keep some
unlawful overcharges without any justification at all.”> Public Service Co. of Colorado v FERC,

91 I 3d 1478, 1490 (1996).
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D. The Commission Should Reject The Proposals That Would Require States
To Ignore Commission Application Of TELRIC Principles.

The Commission also should decline Qwest's invitation to “state, uncquivocally and
withoat gualification, that its resolution of tssucs in its UST proceeding may not be relied upon
in determining UNE rates.”™  Qwest at 66, There simply 18 no legitimate basis for state
commission to ignore the Commission’s application of forward-looking cconomic principles mn
the universal serviee context.

Speeifically, as explained by the Commission, the cost mode! and inputs for its universal
service program are based on “forward-looking costs,” fnputs Order ¢ 22, which the
Commission has defined to mean TELRIC-compliant costs, Local Competition Order® 684, To
be sure, hecause the Comaission’s universal service mechanism is designed to measure the cost
differences Aenveen states and not the precise costs nany particular state. the universal service
cost model iy based on nationwide input values and does not compute the costs for individual
unbundled network clements for any particular state. The Commission therefore has explamed
that “State commissions . . . may find that it is not appropriate to use nationwide values in
determiming state universal service support or prices for unbundled network elements and may
choose instead 1o use statewide or company-speciticf] values.™ Zipurs Order © 31 0,66, And it
ts these concerns that prompted the Commission to state that “[t]he federal cost model was
developed for the purpose of determining federal universal service support. and it mav not be
appropriate to usc nationwide values for other purposes, such as determining prices for
unbundled network clements.”  Japuts Order 4 32, Thus, contrary to Qwest's claims, the
Commission was clearly not holding that state commissions should ignore determinations made
by the Commission in the universal service context with regard to basic methodological issues or
holding that the input values it found appropriate for determining “national™ forward-looking

values were necessarily irrelevant to the determination of state-specific UNE costs.
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CONCLUSION
For the forcgoing reasons, and the reasons set out in AT&T initial comments. the
Commussion should clartfy the TELRIC rules only in a manner consistent with the discussion

above and the discussion in AT&T s initial comments.

Respectfully submitted.,

/st Lawrencee ). Lataro

David W Carpenter [.conard J. Cali

SIDLEY AUSTIN BROWN & WOOD LLP Lawrence J, [afaro

10 South Dearborn Street Mart Viaarsi

Chicago, Hlinots 60603 AT&T Corp.

(3123 8537000 One AT&T Way
Bedminster, N) 17921

David T Lawson (QON) 332-1830

David M. Levy

C. Frederick Beckner 1Y

Christoplier T, Shenk

SIDEEY AUSTIN BROWN & WOODLLP
JS01 K. StUNW

Washington, .C. 20005

(202) 736-8000

Tomuary 3002004



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 30" day of January, 2004, 1 caused truc and correct
copies of the forgomg Opposition of AT&T Corp. to be served on all parties by mailing. postage
prepaid to then addresses hsted on the attached service list.

Dated:  January 30, 2004
Washington, D.C.

/s Yetunde B Afolabi L

Yewnde E. Afolabi



Mariene 1. Dorteh, Sceretary
Federal Communicattons Commission

445 12" Street, SW
Room CY-3402
Washington, D.C. 20554'

Indra Schdev Chalk
Michac! T. McMenamin
Robin 2. Tuttle

1401 11 Street, NW
Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 200058

Judith [ Harris

Robert 11, facksen

Reed Smith LEP

1301 K Street, NAY,
Supte 1100 Fast Tower
Washington, D.C. 20003

Filed electronicalty via ECFS

SERVICE LIST

Christopher C. Kempley
Muaureen AL Scott

Attorneys, Legal Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Strect
Phocnix, AZ 85007

John E. Benedict
Richard Juhnke

401 Ninth Strect, NW
Suite 400

Washington, DC 20004

Praveen Goval

Senior Counscl for Government &
Regulatory Affairs

Covad Communications Company
600 14th Street, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20005



SERVICE LIST

Paul M. Schudecl

James A. Overcash

Woods & Artken LLLP

301 South 13" Street, Suite 500
Linceln. NE 68508

Kristen Neller Verderame
A. Sheba Chacko

BT Americas Inc.

2025 M Street NW

Suite 450

Washington DC 200306

Scema M. Sigh, Esq.
Christopher 1 White, Fsg.
New Jersey Division

of the Ratepayer Advocate
31 Chinton Street, 1Hh Floor
Newark, New Jersey (07101

Cynthia B. Miller, Esquire

Office of Federal and Fegislative Liatson
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boutevard
Tallahassce, FL 32399-0850

Dawn Jablonski Ryman

General Counscl

New York State Public Scrvice Cammission
3 Lmpire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350

Paul G. Afonso

James Connelly

W. Robert Keating

Lugene J. Sullivan, Ir.

Deirdre K. Manning
Commonwcealth of Massachusetts

Department of Telecommunications and bnergy

One South Station
Boston, NMA 02110

Lynda L. Dorr

Secretary to the Commisston
Wisconsin Commission

610 North Whitney Way

POY Box 7854

Madison, W1 53707 —7854

Randolph Wu

Helen M. Mickiewicz

Gretchen T, Dumas

California Public Utihities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave,

San Francisco, CA 94102



Helen E. Disenhaus

Patrick J. Donovan

Swidler Berlin Shereft Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, NW

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Witliam H. Courter

Assistant General Counsel

PO Box 3177

Cedar Rapids, 1A 52406 -3177

Michael E. Glover

Karcen Zacharia

Leslie V. Owsley

Verizan

1515 North Court House Road
Fitth Floor

Arlington, \'A 22201

SERVICFE LIST

Russell 1. Zuckerman

Francis D.R. Coleman

Richard L. HHeatter

David Woodsmall

Mpower Communications Corp.
175 Sully’s Trail — Suite 300
Pittsford, NY 14534

lowa Utilities Board
350 Maple Strect
Des Moines, 1A 50319 0069

Lynn R, Charytan

Samir C. Jam

Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037.1420

J. G. Harrington

Dow Lohnes& Alhertson

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.AW. Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036 -0802



SERVICE LIST

Andrew D. Crain

John S. Fischer

Qwest Communications International Inc.
Swte 930

607 141h Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005

Kimberly AL Seardino
Kecia B. Lewis

Lori E. Wright

MCl

1133 197 Street, NW
Washington. DC 20036

Jonathan Askin, General Counsel

Feresa K. Gaugler, Assestint General Counsel
Association Tor Local

Telecommunications Serviees

S8R T7th Street, NW, Sutte 1200
Washington, DC 20006

Leonard A. Steinberg

General Counsel

Alaska Communications Systems Group, Inc.
ACS of Anchorage, Inc.

600 Tetephone Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99503

Roy k. Hoffinger

John M. Devaney

Perkins Coie LLP

607 14th Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washinaton, DC 20005-201 |

Mark D. Schncider
Mare A Goldman
Jenner & Block LLP
601 13" Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Competitive Enterprise Institute

Saelvere Singleton

Senior Analyst - Project on
Technology & Innovation
LO0T Connecticut Avel, NW

Suite 1230

Washington, DO 20036

Karen Brinkmann

Flhizabeth R, Park

Latham & Watkins LLP

555 Eleventh Street, NW
Suite 1000

Washington, DC 200064-1304



SERVICE LIST

Andrew D, Lipman
Richard M. Rindler
Patrick 1. Donevan

Kevin Joseph
Mecegan Delany
[]\‘;];‘;é‘i'\z-lln;}:rcl;llf;;i:\? e I‘lm.'isha J. Bal.sliz‘:mpill{iiﬁ .
Suite 420 Swidler Berlin Shereft .l-rlcclm;m, i.1.p
Washington, DC 20036 3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300

s ; Washington, DC 20007

John J. Hentmann

Julia O. Strow Randall W. Sifers

Cheyond Communications Stephanic AL Joyce

320 Interstate North Parkway, SE KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LILP
Suite 306 1200 19th Street, NOWL, Suite 500
Atlanta, GA 30339 Washington. D.C. 20036

Government of Japan

Julie Parsley, Commissioner 2-1-2 Kasumigascki
Public Utsity Commission of Texas Chryoda-ku
1701 N. Congress Avenue Tokyo
Austing FX TR711-3326 104-8926
Japan

Gl Malloy

Qualex International Portals 11
445 127 Street, S.W.

Room CY-13402

Washington, D.C. 20554

Gregory J. Vogt

Wiley Rein & Ficlding LLP
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006-2304



Mr. Robert Welsh
Welsh Group LLC
Suite 300

1171 Taji Court
Hemdon, VA
20170-2335

Jeremy Marcus

Pricing Policy Division

Wireline Competition Burcau
Federal Communications [Jivision
445 12" Street. S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

David O Bergnmann
Assistant Consumers” Counsel

Chair. NASUCA Teleconumunications

Commuittee

Ohio Consumers” Council

10 West Broad Strecet. Suite 1800
Columbus, OH 432153185

Judith L. Harris

Reed Smith LLP

1301 K Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20005

SERVICE LIST

O

Tamara Preiss

Division Chief

Pricing Policy Division

Wircline Competition Burcau
Federal Communications Division
445 12" Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Robin E. Tuttle

United States Telecom Association
14071 H Street, N.W., Suite 640
Washington, DC 20003

Paul M. Schudel

Woods & Aitken LLP

301 South 13 Street, Suite 300
Lincoln, NE 68508

Dawn Jablonski Ryman
General Counsel to the

State of New York
Department of Public Service
Three Empire State Plaza



SERVICE LISY

Secma M. Singh, Csq.
Ratepayer Advocate

31 Clinton Street, 11th Floor
Newark, New Jersey 07101

Phitlip AL Casey

General Counsel

[lInots Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle, Suite C-800
Chicago. Tllinois 60601

John . Benedict
4071 97 Strect, NAW,
Washington, DC 20004

Richard M. Srbaratta

Suite 4300

675 West Peachtree Street, NoW.
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001

Maryanne Reynolds Martin
Assistant Counsel
Pennsylvania PUC

PO Box 3263

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Mar¢ D. Poston, Senior Counscel
Attorney for the

Missouri Public Service Commission
P. 0. Box 360

Tefterson City, MO 63102

CGeorge Kohl

Assistant to the President und Director of
Rescarch

Communications Workers of America
501 Third St NW.

Washington, D.C. 20001

Randall B. Lowe

Davis Wright Tremaine, LD
1500 K Street, NW Suite 4350
Washington, DC 20005-1272



SERVICE LIST

Robert J. Aamoth

Kelley Diye & Warren LLP
1200 19" Strect, N, Sutte 500
Washington, DC 20036

Praveen Goyal

Senior Counsel for Government &
Regulatory Affairs

Covad Communications Company
600 1-th Strect, N
Washington, D.C. 20005

Thomas M. Koutsky

Z-Tel Communications, Ine.
1200 19th Street. NAW
Suite 5060

Washington, D.C, 20036

James Bradford Ramsay
NARUC General Counsel
1101 Vermont Ave. Suite 200
Washimgton, DC 20005

zric ). Branfiman

Swidler Berlin Shereft Friedman, LD
The Washington Harbour

3000 K Street, NoW., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Raymond L. Gifford

President

The Progress & Freedom Foundation
1401 H Street, NW

Suite 1075

Washington, DC 20005

Christopher J. Wright

Harrs, Wiltshire & Granms LLLP
1200 Fiehteenth Street, NAW.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jim Lamaoreux

SBC Communications, Inc.
1401 Eve Street, NAV,
Washington, DC 20005



SERVICE LIST

William T. F.ake

Wilmier, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street, NAY,
Washington, DC 20037

9



